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DOCKETED BY 

1 

Suzanne Nee 
2051 E. Aspen Drive 
Tempe, A2 85282 
Telephone: 602-451-0693 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

~ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF PAYSON WATER CO., INC., AN 
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A 
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE 
OF ITS UTILITY PLANTS AND 
PROPERTY AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS 
WATER RATES AND CHARGES FOR 
UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF PAYSON WATER CO., INC., AN 
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR 
AUTHORITY TO: (1) ISSUE EVIDENCE 
OF INDEBTEDNESS IN AN AMOUNT 
NOT TO EXCEED $1,238,000 IN 
CONNECTION WITH INFRASTRUCTURE 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE UTILITY 
SYSTEM; AND (2) ENCUMBER REAL 
PROPERTY AND PLANT AS SECURITY 
FOR SUCH INDEBTEDNESS. 

Suzanne Nee, "SN", is an Intervenor in th 

DOCKET NO: W-03514A-13-0111 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
DOCKETED 

JAN 2 2 2014 

DOCKET NO: W-03514A-13-0142 

INTERVERNOR RESPONSE TO 
SUPPLEMENTAL REJOINDER TESTIMONY - 
PHASE 2 

above-captioned matter. She is part-time 
Mathematics faculty at Scottsdale Community College and resides part-time in the Community of Mead 
Ranch on the weekends and school breaks in the summer and winter. 

Payson Water Company, PWC, a subsidiary of Brooke Utilities, Inc. (BUI) was owned by Mr. 

Robert T. Hardcastle when these consolidated rate cases were initiated. However, midstream through 
these proceedings, Mr. Jason Williamson purchased PWC, in addition t o  Tonto Basin Water Company 
(WC), and Navajo WC under his limited liability company, JW Holdings from Mr. Hardcastle. 

Prior to working a t  Scottsdale Community College, SN worked for over 23 years in private 
industry. From 2000-2006, SN worked for ON Semiconductor, Inc. as a Strategic Marketing Manager 
responsible for profitably growing the revenue of an incubator business from $21 to  $80 Million in 4 
years. 
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In private industry, the President or CEO is responsible for growing his business profitably. He 
has primarily two ways to  do this, increase revenues or decrease expenses. If he cannot decrease his 
expenses enough to remain profitable, he must raise his prices or go out of business. In private industry 
he can raise his prices a t  any time if his products and/or services add value to the customer. However, 
in private industry, if customers do not feel that they are receiving a good value for the product or 
service rendered, they can take their business elsewhere. 

In the present case of a public water utility, the customers have no choice to take their business 
elsewhere. And people need water to survive. I believe that Mr. Hardcastle was/is (he owns other 
water companies in Arizona, presently Brooke Water, LLC and Circle City WC, LLC) quite aware of this 
fact. Mr. Hardcastle’s business model, from my investigation, is to buy distressed water companies, 
raise rates a t  every opportunity, (as evidenced by high legal expenses, consulting and other profession 
fees), these litigation expenses added to outrageously high Miscellaneous Expenses make his companies 
appear to be running a t  a loss. So he applies for more rate increases, all the while investing only what is 
legally required to  maintain the water systems that he owns, (See Misc. Expenses compared to  Repairs 
and Maintenance Expenses, Bar Chart- Exhibit A). In my opinion, Mr. Hardcastle is not so concerned 
about receiving dividends from his investments. Mr. Hardcastle would like his customers to get so 
irritated with him not maintaining their systems, applying for rate increases (and getting them), that 
they will eventually, like the Town of Star/Quail Valley in 2012 did for $775,000, buy back their system a t  
a large capital gain for Mr. Hardcastle. Of course, a capital gain (20% -taxes paid in 2014) is taxed lower 
than a dividend payment (39.6% - taxes paid in 2014) would be taxed. (That is assuming he is not 
offsetting the capital gain with al l  his other businesses net losses.) Similarly, two other water companies 
owned by Brooke Utilities, Inc., Pine WC and Strawberry WC, over several years had similar complaints 
of no maintenance and increased rates, bought their water systems back from BUI in 2009 for between 
$2 Million and $3.5 Million. (Not sure, one document says $2 Million in 2008, but not settled until Sept. 
2009, Payson Round Up reported $3.5 Million). Exhibits B- Pine/Strawberry Ad in Payson Roundup, 
Exhibit C- Initial offer 2008 and Exhibit 0 - Payson Roundup article in 2009. This model depends on rate 
increases, with staff at  the ACC short on time to delve into the details of his multiple filings and 
businesses. Adding capital assets through a WlFA loan that will be charged back to customers, increases 
his rate base and thus will lead him or rather the new owner, Jason Williamson, to come back before the 
ACC as soon as possible to ask for more increased rates to provide a “fair” return on the new asset 
placed in service. This fits their business model perfectly. 

From 2005 through 2012 (test year), Mr. Hardcastle has continued to raise PWC’s Miscellaneous 
Expenses from 8.5% in 2005 to 63.2% in 2012. This expense, and not cost of power, chemicals, or 
maintenance and repairs, is what causes PWC to be unprofitable. See Exhibit E. (Source: PWC’s Annual 
Reports as filed with the Arizona Corporation Commission: 
( h W / w  w w . a z cc .govl D iv i s i o n s/U t i I it i e s/A n n u a I% 2 0 Report s/2 0 1 2( Wa t e r/ P a x 0  n z a t  e r Co In c . p d f) . 
I am not an accountant, but I showed an Accountant the PWC financials filed in this case and he 
commented, “The only expense that should be coded to miscellaneous expenses should be expenses that 
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do not fit into any other expense category. It certainly appears that they are coding expenses to 
miscellaneous either due to incompetency or trying to hide something.” 
These Miscellaneous Expenses were primarily are used to fund Mr. Hardcastle’s Central Office Overhead 
Allocation. (Sister companies Tonto Basin and Navjo Water Companies also pay large miscellaneous 
expenses to fund this Central Office. In addition, Mr. Hardcastle also runs Brooke WC and Circle City WC 
presumably from the same Central Office. See Exhibit F, the sum total of these Miscellaneous Expenses, 
primarily to fund this Central Office, are costing Arizona water customers about $802,000 annually. Also, 
note in Exhibit F, data from PWC’s Annual Reports was that PWC, Tonto Basin WC and Navajo WC all  
also incurred 2010 Miscellaneous Non-Utility Expenses totally $668,000. Not sure where these monies 
were spent, but obviously these transactions make each company’s financial condition look worse. 

Because these expenses are not necessarily illegal (although unethical and immoral on the backs 
of retired, widowed, and just plain hard working people who have written and appeared a t  the Public 
Comments Hearing a t  the ACC from Payson on January gth), ACC Staff only took out $58,124 from 
Company Test Year as Filed Miscellaneous Expenses and leaves $235,253 - $58,124 = $177,129 in 
Miscellaneous Expenses. Exhibit G -Operating Income Test Year and Staff Recommended. Also note in 
Operating Income Adjustment No. 3, Analyst CSB Surrebuttal Schedule CSB-11 (Exhibit H) that in 
addition to  the Central Office Overhead Allocation of $197,722, PWC also includes a Line 1 

Miscellaneous Expense of $37,531 or 11.7% of Test Year Revenue. 

Most notably hidden in the Central Office Overhead Allocation are: an additional Salary & Wages 
of $47,999, Salaries & Wages and Bonuses of $33,544.62 (which Staff did not allow), Professional Fees 
$31,211, Management Fees of $13,282, and travel of $13,912. With the exception of the $58,124, staff 
has allowed $177,129 Miscellaneous Expenses for a business with Test Year Total Revenues of $320,525 
or 55.3% Miscellaneous Expenses to  Total Revenues. As noted in SN document 0000150673, three 
Arizona water companies managing similarly sized assets, showed Miscellaneous Expenses of 2.7%, 
1.22% and 2.1% respectively, for Valencia WC (Greater Buckeye), Adaman Mutual WC, and Ponderosa 
Utility. 
We, the Intervenors, propose that PWC run this Class C Water Utility in line with these similarly sized 
companies a t  a 2.5% of Revenue- Miscellaneous Expense: 2.5% x $320,525 = $8,013. 

In addition to  these Miscellaneous Expenses, SN notes that PWC has built in a yearly (and staff 
has allowed) Regulatory Commission Expense - Rate Case of $65,000. We do not believe customers 
should have to  pay yearly for these litigation costs, but perhaps every 5 years, so we are proposing this 
amount be reduced to $13,000 annually. 

Also, since noted in the Pre-Hearing comments PWC has not improved or maintained the water 
infrastructure of these communities in a t  least the 13 years since the last rate case. We propose 
increasing the repairs and maintenance expenses from $28,089 to $75,000. This should be enough to  
get the wells in Mesa Del Caballo and East Verde Park properly pumping as per Intervenor‘s KMR’s 
testimony and probably be enough to fund another well a t  MdC. 
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See Exhibit I, Operating Income -Test Year, Staff Recommended and Intervenor Proposed with 
the above Intervenor recommended changes. With these changes, we show a $44,564 Operating 
Income which is a return of 10.5% on the original cost rate base of $425,129. 

SN would also like to note that in her document #0000151202, she complained about the 
original mailing with no PWC name or return address on the envelope. Also, she would like it to  be 
noted that she filed an Application to Intervene on 10/28/13, document # 0000149154. It took until 
12/9/13 for the Procedural Order to Grant an Intervention, document #0000150398. In Payson Water 
Company‘s Notice of Filing Rejoinder, document #0000150671, filed on January 6,2014, Mr. Jason 
Williamson in his testimony commented on SN’s complaint about the Public Notice. He did not 
comment on why the Public Notice mailing did not have PWC’s name or return address on it. He stated, 
“I think it is now fair to say every one of our customers is now aware (or a t  least should be) of these 
proceedings through notice, word of mouth, and the numerous articles that have been published in the 
Payson Roundup.” Yes, in January of 2014, over 2 months after the Phase 1 Public Hearing held on 
September 25,2013, customers may now be aware. My voice and many other PWC customers were not 
heard early enough to bring to light inconsistencies seen throughout this case, such as the $775,000 
proceeds from the Sale of Star/Quail Valley disappearing from the Company’s 2012 Test financial 
statements (except buried in footnotes a t  the end of the 279 page document) and the Water Hauling 
Data inconsistencies and missing 2011 MdC Water Usage data, noted by SN in her document 
#0000150673. Further, SN would like to point out that while Mr. Jason Williamson made this statement 
in the Jan. 6‘h Rejoinder and SN has been an Intervenor in this case since Dec. gth, 2013. However, 
Payson Water Company did not copy SN on their list of Intervenors on this January 6‘h filing. (Exhibit J- 

page 4, Jan. 6th, Joinder Testimony) The present Payson Water Company now run by Jason Williamson 
appears to be using the same business model as used by Mr. Robert T. Hardcastle. 

Respectfully submitted this 22nd day of January, 2q14. 

2051 E. Aspen Drive 
Tempe, A2 85282 
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DRlGlNAL and thirteen (13) copies 
of the foregoing were filed this 22nd 
day of January, 2014 with: 

Docket Control 
kizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

COPY of the foregoing was mailed 
this 22nd day of January, 2014 to: 

lay Shapiro (Attorney for Payson Water Co., Inc.) 
Fennemore Craig P.C. 
2394 E. Camelback Road, Suite 600 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Robert Hardcastle 
3101 State Road 
Bakersfield, CA 93308 

William Sheppard 
6250 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Thomas Bremer 
6717 E. Turquoise Ave. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85253 

J. Stephen Gehring & Richard M. Burt 
8157 W. Deadeye Rd. 
Payson, AZ 85541 

Glynn Ross 
405 S. Ponderosa 
Payson, AZ 85541 

Kathleen M. Reidhead 
14406 S. Cholla Canyon Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ 85044 
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Steve Owens, Director of Arizona Dept. of Environmental Quality 

On July 3,2008. our elccted officials of the Pine-Strawberry Water Improvement District voted to pur- 
chase the assets of Pine and Strawberry Water Companies. Their offer of $2,172,446 was predicated on 
an appraisal done by the fm of Coe and Van Loo. Our water system is in a state of disrepair (see- pic- 
tures). water shortages continue. massive hauling chatges have occumd. and it is evident that we as a 
community have privately developed the means to provide an adequate source of water and enhance our 
quality of life. 

To the owners of Brooke Utilities, and the dinctors of Jaco Oil and Crystal Investments: We appeal to you 
to negotiate in good faith and end your adversarial ways, so we may take control of our funue and make 
the improvements that our water system needs. It has been ascemined beyond a reasonable doubt by 
hydro-geologists. (including your own) that there is significant, in fact bitlions of gallons of economically 
available water, located right under Pine- and Strawberry. 

Your California based. multi-layered firms are in trouble with your customers of Pine-Strawberry and 
numerous other communities. You have been continually called on the carpet by the Arizona Coporation 
Commission where Judge Dwight Nodes stated the following in the most recent case about Brooke 
Utilities; 

“Customers have a right to expect unintenupted senrice except for emergencies.” 
“Just because W is a moratorium in effect you don’t get to sit back and not ever look for 
water again.” 
“I think the Commission’s concern is let’s get a remedy in place to uy 10 address some of these 
issues and to get beyond a moratorium situation. 
”At some point you have to actually put into place some additional infrastructure in the form of 
well production and storage” and “you can’t just study it and study it and study it and not 
actually put somethiog into place to solve the problem.” 
“‘We have had these issues coming, you know, with Pine and Strawberry as well as this 
company. Payson ( Wrer Company) for many years. But you know. again at some point enough 
is enough as far as just talking about it and something needs to be moved forward.” 

In response to all this From Judge Nodes, when Mr. Hardcastle (President-Brooke Utilities) was asked by 
Judge Nodes, “I don’t know if you want to comment, Mr. Hardcastle. feel free?”. Mr. Hardcastle’s reply 
was, “No, your honor. 1 don’t think I have any further comments.” 
It is no secret that Brooke Utilities has: 

Provided inadequate investment in development of new water reso~uces in light of the fact that 
other water districts and individuals have found adequate water for years. 
Failed to provide adequate storage to meet peak demand spikes. 
Failed to perform adequate due diligeqce in terms of water developmenf projects. 
Preformed inferior repairs to our water system. 
Been notified numerous times by the ACC regarding poor customer relations and billing clarity. 
Burdened the people of Pine with unfair and unnecessary water hauling charges. 

By almost a 2-1 margin, the people of Pine-Strawberry voted in a new Pine -Strawbeny water 
Improvement District Board to correct our water challenges with an aggressive and positive course of 
action. 

To the Arizona Corporation Commissioners Gleason. Mundell. Mayes, Hatch-Miller, and Pierce: We 
roquest you to have the courage to cany out the convictions of Judge Nodes and do what reasonable and 
respected regulators should do. After all these miserable and expensive years for the ACC and the 4500 
property owners (about IOIKW) voters), your immediate and firm actions are demanded. especially now 
that a good and reasonable alternative is being laid b e b  you that can stop the waste of staff time and 
limited ACC monetary resouras. Please act now in behalf of yourselves and the citizens of Pine- 
Strawbwry. The time has come IO revoke the CeMcate of Convenience and Necessity of Brooke 
Utilities in the Pine-Strawberry area. 

To Sieve Owens, D w t o r  of the Arizona Dept. of Envirwmental Quality: We request you enforce the 
statutes under your jurisdiction. We ais0 request you make Brooke Utilities (pine Water Company and 
Strawberry Water Company) comply and correct the defects in the systems that they were alerted to by 
ADEQ in a letter dated November 2,2004 from your department to Robert Hardcastle. Four years later. 
numems corrections are still needed to insure the public health and safety. (See picturrS) 
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PINE STRAWBERRY WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 
PROPOSAL TO 

BROOKES UTILITIES INC 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF 

PINE AND STRAWBERRY WATER COMPANIES 

As a Settlement Offer, subject to Rule 408 Arizona Rules of Evidence the Pine 

Strawberry Water Improvement District, an Arizona municipal corporation, hereby 

proposes to purchase, through a friendly condemnation, the Pine Water system and the 

Strawberry Water System on the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth: 

I. PURCHASE OF ASSETS OF PINE WATER COMPANY AND 
STRAWBERRY WATER COMPANY 

The Pine Strawberry Water Improvement District {hereinafter the “District”} will 

acquire from the Pine Water Company { PWC} and the Strawberry Water Company 

{ SWC} {collectively the “Water Companies”} and Brooke Utilities { BUI} the 

following assets free and clear of any and all liens and encumbrances, the same to be 

inventoried by Pine Water Company and Strawberry Water Company and such 

inventory of assets to be provided the District for its approval as to precisely what 

assets are being conveyed, including but not limited to: 

A. Pine Water Company system; including but not limited to all 

property shown on any annual report or other report filed 

with the Arizona Corporation Commission or Arizona 

Department of Environmental Quality or Arizona 

Department of Water Resources, or any other federal state or 

local governmental agency or entity, and all of the following 

including appurtenances thereto: all pipes, pumps, meters, 

1 



distribution facilities, storage tanks, storage facilities, 

pressure tanks, wells, well sites, easements, real property, the 

K2 Well Site and any other property, real or personal owned 

by the Pine or Strawberry Water Companies located within 

the boundaries of the District. For all real property or 

interests therein conveyed, the Water Companies shall 

provide to the District legal descriptions of such property and 

a Standard Owners Policy of Title Insurance for such 

property, the value of said insurance to be equal to the value 

of the property being conveyed. 

B. Strawberry Water Company system; including but not limited 

to all property shown on any annual report or other report 

filed with the Arizona Corporation Commission or Arizona 

Department of Environmental Quality or Arizona 

Department of Water Resources, or any other federal state or 

local governmental agency or entity, and all of the following 

including appurtenances thereto, pipes, pumps, meters, 

distribution facilities, storage tanks, storage facilities, 

pressure tanks, wells, well sites, easements, real property, the 

K2 Well Site and any other property, real or personal owned 

by the Pine or Strawberry Water Companies located within 

the boundaries of the District. For all real property or 

interests therein conveyed, the Water Companies shall 

2 



provide to the District legal descriptions of such property and 

a Standard Owners Policy of Title Insurance for such 

property, the value of said insurance to be equal to the value 

of the property being conveyed 

C. Project Magnolia and all real and personal property 

connected thereto or therewith and all of its accessories and 

appurtenances, said real property conveyance to be subject to 

the requirements set forth above for Title insurance. 

D. All maps and other records of the water systems described 

above, including but not limited to records concerning 

quantity and quality of water, the condition of the system 

itself, customer information, customer lists, delinquency 

records of customers, and any other information in the 

possession of either Pine or Strawberry Water Company or 

Brookes Utilities or its agents or employees, pertaining to the 

current or historical operations of the water systems. 

E. All keys to any locked facilities, combination to any locks, 

and instruction or operation and maintenance manuals for all 

equipment and any and all operation and maintenance 

manuals for the entire system or any portion thereof. 

F. All customer water deposits and a record of the source of 

such deposits and the agreements for repayment of the same. 

3 



G. All advances in aid of construction or other forms of 

agreements whereby any third party has advanced funds to 

the Pine or Strawberry Water Companies with an expectation 

of being repaid such advances. Further any agreements 

pertaining thereto shall be assigned to the District. 

H. All Well Sharing or Water Sharing Agreements to which 

either the Pine or Strawberry Water Companies are a party 

which are a part of the water supply system for the property 

being acquired hereunder. 

I. All Governmental permits and approvals from any 

governmental agency with jurisdiction over the water 

systems shall be assigned to and delivered to the District, 

including but not limited to all approvals necessary and 

required from the Arizona Department of Water Resources 

and all approvals from the Arizona Department of 

Environmental Quality, including all plan or design 

approvals, approvals to construct and approvals to operate 

any part or all of the water system or systems. 

11. DUE DILIGENCE INVESTIGATION 

A. The District is granted the right and ability to conduct detailed due 

diligence related to the Assets of the Companies. This includes, but is not limited to: 

a. A financial audit ofeach company’s books, records and data 

management systems for the past five years. 
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b. An engineering financial and legal review and inspection of all 

company assets, financial rights and legal rights 

c. Historical and current budgets, volumetric and customer data 

d. Review of any outstanding Agreements to which the Water Companies 

are a party or have a beneficial interest or duty to perform described therein. 

e. Review of any and all information in the possession of the Companies 

or any third parties which is relevant and material to the purchase of the assets to 

be conveyed by the Companies to the District. 

f. Review of all documents to substantiate that the Companies have a 

valid, sustainable, continuous right of way for all water lines and other facilities 

of the Companies. 

g. Review of any and all information and documentation which the 

District believes is relevant and material to this transaction to protect the District 

from any and all claims against the District arising out of this transaction, and 

further to assure that the District can lawfully operate the water system in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

111. THE PURCHASE PRICE 

A. Contingent on District funding closing in a timely manner, not more than 

120 days from the date of the entry of the judgment in the condemnation 

action brought to acquire said property, the Pine Strawberry Water 

Improvement District will pay the sum of $2,000,000 for the property 

described herein, “as is on the date of acceptance of this offer” without 



fees and costs and will further hold harmless and indemnify each party 

against the other for any claims arising out of the transaction and will 

mutually indemnify the parties for claims arising out of any undisclosed 

matters in the preparation of and closing of this transaction. 

This proposal is hereby submitted to the Pine and Strawberry Water Companies and to 

Brooke Utilities this - day of April, 2008. 

Pine Strawberry Water Improvement District 

BY 9 

its lawfully delegated representative. 

Accepted this day of April, 2008 

PINE WATER COMPANY 

Its President 

STRAWBERRY WATER COMPANY 

Its President 

BROOKE UTILITIES INC. 

Its President 
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Pine Strawberry water company purchase completed I Payson Roundup - Payson, AZ 

Thursday January 9,2014 

Pine Strawberry Water Company Purchase Completed 

Max Foster 

‘ I  

Comment, Hog about Ernail, Facebook, Twitter 

ADVERTISEMENT 

Friday, October 2,2009 

The Pine Strawberry Water Improvement District’s long 
and taxing quest to take control of Pine and Strawberry 
water companies from Brooke Utilities peaked 
Wednesday, Sept. 30, with the board paying the 
purchase price of $3.5 million. 

Board President Bill Haney, who spearheaded the effort 
to assume control of the two water companies, 
signaled the sale was complete by e-mailing fellow 
board members, “at 11 :40 (a.m.) this morning, the fat 
lady sang.” 

Ironically, about the time the purchase deal was signed, 
water conservation in Pine went to Stage 3 - the most 
restrictive it has been this summer. 

“Just another challenge,” Haney said. 

After the deal was made public, a sign went up on the Bishop Realty marquee in Pine that read, “Bye, Bye 
Bobby,” apparently referring to Brooke Utilities President Bob Hardcastle, a man some water users and 
businessmen in the two mountain hamlets have had a long and contentious relationship with. 

In fact, Hardcastle shouldered much of the blame for the two water companies’ woes, which included 
alleged poor customer service, infrastructure failures, water hauling charges during peak summer months 
and water outages. 

Water users’ concerns with the way Hardcastle and Brooke Utilities were running the two systems led in 
March of 2008 to a successful recall election of the PSWID board. Ron Calderon, Richard Dickinson, 
Michael Greer and Terry Schleizer assumed seats on the board, along with remaining members Barbara 
Hall, Don Smith and Haney. 

Hall later resigned in a tiff with fellow members, and was replaced by local businessman Tom Weeks. 

Smith, a longtime Strawberry resident and local dentist, says the movement to take control of the water 
systems actually began about 15 years ago, “by some farsighted men in the Pine-Strawberry Improvement 
Association.” 

From that original group, the PSWID was formed. 

“Under the leadership of Bill Haney, (general manager) Harry Jones and (board attorney) John Gilege, the 
task was accomplished by perseverance and hard work,” Smith said. 

He also called the long-awaited takeover “an accomplishment of the impossible dream.” 

1/9/14 11:26AM 

Page 1 of 3 



Pine Strawberty water company purchase completed I Payson Roundup - Payson, A2 

> 
Connect to Facebook 

Connect to Twltter 

Google 

OpenlD 

Schleizer cited Compass Bank for its role in the takeover - “Thank you for taking part in our community.” 

The money to purchase the two companies came from a restructured Compass Bank loan at 20-year fixed 
and variable rates. 

Schleizer also congratulated the residents of the improvement district, telling them, “You now control the 
destiny of your water systems.” 

Although the district has assumed control of the water companies, Brooke has agreed to help with the 
transition of all operations for 15 days. 

With the takeover, Shaffer Water Management will assume operations for the district. Steve Stevens and 
Pat Kolasinski will manage the water service office in Pine, and a contract has been issued to A Better 
Connection for emergency services and afterhours answering. 

Cheap Calling to Ghana 
\’\\ \\ \ollagepiloll~calcIl COlll (;liana 

Don’t pay hidden fees to call Ghana When we say 9.9#/min, we mean it 

More like this story 
District sues for control 
Water company purchase delayed 
Water company take over by PSWlD stopped 
5 seek 4 spots on Pine/Strawbeny water board 
Three seek open P-S water board spot 

Comments 

Requires free registration 

Use the comment form below to begin a discussion about this content. 

Posting comments requires a free account and verification. 

Username - 

8 I have an account. 
3 I’m new. 

-._ __ - - _  Password Forgot? 

Advertisement 

News archives / About / Advertising / Feedback / Contact /Terms of use policy / Staff 
Story idea / Photo / Engagement /Wedding / Anniversary / Obituary / Birth / Letter to the Editor / Press release 

Contents of this site are 0 Copyright 2014 The Payson Roundup. All rights reserved. See our terms of use for RSS feeds. 

http:/ /www.paysonroundup.com/ news/2009/oct/02/pine~strawbern/_water~company~purchase~completed/ 

1/9/14 11:26 AM 
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I COMPANYNAME Tonto Basin Co., Inc 12/31/201d 

630 

COMPARATIW STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

Outside Services 286 

I Acct. I OPERATING REVENUES PRIOR YEAR 

409 

No. 
461 Metered Water Revenue $ 302,428 $ 
460 Unmetered Water Revenue 
474 Other Water Revenues 9,785 

TOTAL REVENUES $ 312.233 $ 

IncomeTax 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES !$ 272,565 $ 293,033 

NET INCOME/(LOSS) $ 39,643, $ 13,454 

8 



COMPANYNAME Tonto Basin Co, Inc 12 /3 1/2011 

31,0091 41,155 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

2,931 
7,481 

I Acct. 1 OPERATING REVENUES 

286 
7,411 

Metered Water Revenue 

474 Other Water Revenues 
TOTAL REVENUES 

650 
657 
659 
666 
675 
403 
408 

I OPERATING EXPENSES 

Transportation Expenses 
Insurance - General Liability 
Insurance - Health and Life 
Regulatory Commission Expense - Rate Case 
Miscellaneous Expense 
Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 

I 601 I Salariesand Wages 

151,160 
19,osn 

1 610 IPurchasedWater 

126,813 
48,984 

I 615 I PurchasedPower 

$ 13.246 

I 618 I Chemicals 

$ 39,648 

620 1 Repairs and Maintenance 
621 I Office Sumlies and ExDense 

OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) 
4 19 
42 1 Non-Utility Income 

Interest and Dividend Income 
I 

I 630 I Outsideservices 

427 

I 635 I WaterTestinn 

Interest Expense 
TOTAL OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) 

I 408.11 I Protxrt~Taxes 
409 I IncomeTax 

I TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) 

I 426 I Miscell 

I - I NET INCOME/(LOSS) 

PRIOR YEAR CURRENTYEAR 

$ 295,425 $ 302,429 

303,011 $ 312,213 

$ 28,6551 $ 25,419 

12,6481 7,365 

1,4761 883 

12,914 14,249 

$ 287,7651 $ 272,565 

8 



I COMPANY NAME Tonto Basin Water Co., Inc. 

Acct. 
No. 
46 1 
460 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

OPERATING REVENUES PRIORYEAR CURRENT YEAR 

Metered Water Revenue $ 310,706 $ 295,425 
Unmetered Water Revenue 

474 Other Water Revenues 5,168 5,586 
TOTAL REVENUES $ 315,874 $ 301,011 

4 19 
42 I 
426 
427 

~~ I NET INCOME/(LOSS) 1 %  34,728 1 %  (89,767) 

QTHER INCOME/@XPENSE) 
Interest and Dividend Income $ $ 
Won-Utility Income 
Miscellaneous Non-Utility Expenses (I 03,000) 

TOTAL OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) $ (W $ (1 03,013) 
Interest Expense (96) (1 3) 

8 



CO . .laTf' 12 / 3  1/2 0 4  I COMPANY NAME Navaio Wat - 

No. 
461 
460 
474 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

Metered Water Revenue $ 106 ,  913 $ 101 ,932  
Unmetered Water Revenue 
Other Water Revenues 4 ,444  3 , 4 6 0  

111 ,357 $ 1 0 5 , 3 9 2  TOTAL REVENUES $ 

601 
610 
615 
618 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
$ 1 2 , 9 7 8  $ 1 1 , 6 6 7  Salaries and Wages 

PurchasedWater 
PurchasedPower 1 0 , 1 3 4  10 I 186 
Chemicals 

620 
621 
630 
635 

Repairs and Maintenance 6 . 4 8 7  1 1  -813 
Office Supplies and Expense 
Outside Services 3 . 3 7 s  4; 93.5. 
Water Testing 1.113. 2 , 3 0 6  

I 

OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) $ 1 0 , 5 7 9  $ (6.130: 

I I 

I NET INCOME/(LOSS) I $  1 0 , 5 7  $ $  ( 6 , 1 3 5 )  

419 
421 
426 
427 

8 

OTHER INCOME/@XPENSE) 
Interest and Dividend Income $ $ 
Non-Utility Income 
Miscellaneous Non-Utility Expenses 
Interest Expense ( 3 )  !K;  

TOTAL OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) $ (31 !$ ( 5 )  



I COMpANy NAME Navajo Water Co . , Inc 12/31/20111 

No. 

460 
461 

474 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

Metered Water Revenue $ 106 ~ 448 $ 106,913 

Other Water Revenues 3,756 4 a 444 
TOTAL REVENUES $ 110,204 $ 111,357 

Unmetered Water Revenue 

408.1 1 Property Taxes 4.367 4.647 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $ 109.066 $ 100.778 

OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) $ 1,138 $ 10,579 

409 IncomeTax 

4 19 
42 1 
426 
427 

OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) 
Interest and Dividend Income $ $ 
Non-Utility Income 
Miscellaneous Non-Utility Expenses (49,000) 0 
Interest Expense (5) (3; 
TOTAL OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) $ (49.005) $ ( 2 :  

I 

10,576 1 NET INCOME/(LOSS) I $  (47,867) 1 %  

8 



I COMPANY NAME Navajo Water CO., Inc. 

Acct. 
No. 
46 I 
460 
474 

COMPARATIVE STATE MENT OF INCOME AN D EXPENSE 

OPERATING REVENUES PRIOR YEAR CURRENT YEAR 

Metered Water Revenue $ 108,219 $ 106,448 
Unmetered Water Revenue 
Other Water Revenues 2,671 3,756 
TOTAL REVENUES $ 110,890 $ 1 10,204 

601 
6 IO 
6 I5 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
Salaries and Wages $ 5,270 $ 14,785 
Purchased Water 
Purchased Power 7,889 7,914 -, 

8 



I COMPANYNAME Brooke Water Co., LLC 12/31/ 2012 

I Acct. I OPERATING REVENUES 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

PRIOR YEAR 
No. 
461 
460 
474 

CURRENTYEAR 1 
Metered Water Revenue $ 824,234 $ 814,661, 
Unmetered Water Revenue 
Other Water Revenues 2 9 , 1 2 0 2 3 . 8 9 3  
TOTAL REVENUES $ 853,354 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
601 Salaries and Wages 7 7 , 5 9 4  $ 67,180 

$ 8 1 8 . 5 5 4  

610 
615 
618 
620 
62 1 
630 
635 
641 
650 
657 
659 
666 
675 
403 
408 

408.1 1 
409 

Miscellaneous Expense 
Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
Property Taxes 
Income Tax 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

317,683 
69,000 

25-33.e 

$ 599.31r 

s 71,680 

OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) 

~$ 620,132 

$ 254,219 $ 218,422 

8 



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 

No. 
461 
460 

Metered Water Revenue $ 56 ,383  $ 54 I 329 
Unmetered Water Revenue 

474 Other Water Revenues 2 , 8 1 1  1.574 
TOTAL REVENUES $ 59 ,194  $ 55 - snx 

630 
635 

Outside Services 5 , 6 7 8  325 
Water Testing 1 , 9 7 3  94 7 

I I I I OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) I $  ( 8 7 , 4 1 6 i  $ ( 7 4 , 7 4 2  

409 IncomeTax 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $ 146 ,610  $ 170.605 

( 7 4 , 7 4 4  I NET INCOME/(LOSS) 1 %  ( 8 7 , 3 7 5 i  $ 

419 
421 
426 
427 

8 

OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) 
Interest and Dividend Income $ 43 $ 
Non-Utility Income 
Miscellaneous Non-Utility Expenses 
Interest Expense (-4) (2) 
TOTAL OTHER INCOME/(EXPENSE) $ 4 1  $ ( 2 )  
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Payson Water Company, Inc. 
Docket No. W-03514A-lM111 
Test Year Ended December 31,2012 

Surrebuttal Schedule CSB-7 

OPERATING INCOME - TEST YEAR AND STAFF RECOMMENDED 

LINE 
- NO. DESCRIPTION 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

RWENUES: 
Metered Water Sales 
Water Sales - Unmetered 
Other Operating Revenues 

Total Revenues 

EPENSES: 
Salaries and Wages 
Employee Pensions 8 Benefits 
Purchased Power 
Fuel for Power Production 
Chemicals 
Repairs and Maintenance 
ORice Supplies & Expense 
Contractual Services 
Water Testing 
Rents 
Transportation Expenses 
Insurance - General Liability 
Insurance - Health and Life 
Reg. Comm. Exp. 
Reg. Comm. Exp. - Rate Case 
Miscellaneous Expense 
Bad Debt Expense 
Depredation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
Property Taxes 
Income Taxes 
Rounding 

Total Operating Expenses 

Operating Income (Loss) 

P I  IC1 [Dl [El 
STAFF 

[AI 

COMPANY STAFF TEST YEAR STAFF 
TESTYEAR TESTYEAR ADJ AS PROPOSED STAFF 
AS FILED ADJUSTMENTS NO. ADJUSTED CHANGES RECOMMENDED 

$ 313,559 $ 313,559 $ 241,822 $ 555,381 

6,966 6,966 6,966 
$ 320,525 $ 8 320.525 $ 241,822 $ 562.347 

$ 55,097 

50,533 

2,181 
28,089 

58.481 
11,000 

266 

65.000 
235,253 

85.632 

21.030 
(1 09,557) 

(1) 

$ - 1  

(1,683) z 

(58,124) 3.4, 

(26,198) 6 

(1.052) 
34.219 7 

$ 503,004 $ (52,838) 

$ 55.097 

50,533 

2,181 
28,089 

56,798 
11,Ooo 

266 

65,000 
177.129 

59,434 

19,978 
(75.338) 

(1 1 

$ 450.166 

5,024 
79,949 

$ 84.973 

55,097 

50,533 

2,181 
28,089 

56,798 
11,000 

266 

65,000 
177,129 

59.434 

25,002 
4,611 

(1 1 

$ 535,139 

$ (182,473 $ 52,838 $ (129.641) $ 156,849 $ 27,208 

References: 
Column (A): Company Schedule C-1 
Column (B): Schedule CSB-16 
Column (C): Column (A) + Column (B) 
Column (D): Schedules CSB-1 and CSB-2 
Column (E): Column (C) + Column (D) 
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Payson Water Company, Im. 

T r d  Y u r  Ended Dacamber 31.2012 
Dock& No. W03514A-14Q111 

byson 
curtoman 
lnduding 

S t a r l a W i l V ~  
ColA+ColB 

Surrebuttal Schedule CSB-11 

Annual Amount Amount Amount 
per Per Per 

customer customer cilstomer 
FuSbtMawa 

Descriptii I Amm ColElColC colF112 CdGxEMonths- 

OPERATING INCOME ADJUSTMENT NO. 3 - $191,722 Corporate OfWe Allocation 

[AI P I  [cl 

I STAFF 
U N  COMPANY AWUSTIlENTS STAFF I 
NO. ~DESCRIFWON I AS FILED 1 (ColC-ColA) I ASADJUSTED 

1 Mixal*naou3ExpsMe s 31.531 S - s  37,531 
2 
3 CsntnlOffiCOOvuherdAlMbn 5 197,722 S - I  197,722 
4 Bonuses s - s (33.545) s (33.545) 
5 StarlQuail Valley Cusk s - s  (9.466) 5 (9.466) 

7 Subtotal-CenlralOffiCOOveheadAlkutkn s 191,722 S (43260) S 154,462 

9 TotalMLScel~Expense(Ll+L7)  s 235,253 5 (43,260) 5 191.993 

6 Other (MMllising, A m .  Utility Plant. Gain on Sale) S - s  (249) S (249) 

8 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
16 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
26 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
36 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 

$197,722 Central O l l b  ovemead Allocation (CSB 1.13.2.8.2.10.2.11.6 2.12) 

ssbrigl6Wagas S 47.996.99 S (4.307.76) S 43.691.23 
-PtifJn I Percompany I Diffennws I Perslaff 

Salaries 6 Wages, Bonuses 5 33.544.62 S 

Benefits5 3.810.35 5 
B u i l d i n g ~ & m n s e  $ 61.43 S 

utilities $ 3.182.87 S 
Communications S 7.679.43 S 

Travel S 13.911.85 S 
Meak6Entcwtaient S 577.95 5 

rodoh s 2,135.89 S 
sppllss(-Expen-) s 14.640.49 S 

RepaiiandMaintenanca s 5.181.27 5 
EhnkCharges6FFecw S 2.466.32 S 

S 31.210.70 S 
Training6EdwAkm S 466.18 s 

M i 6 h m o t b n  5 137.81 S 
b6subgcriptions S 1.336.34 $ 

LicensesELPefmib S 2.685.24 $ 
Fnes6Pedties S 12.36 s 

w o f f  s 15.75 S 
UtiliPlanthSmice S 946.67 5 

O t h e r ~ B u s i n e S s  s 197.25 s 
R o p e r t y 6 C a s u a l t y ~  S 991.07 s 

ManaoementFees S 13.281.62 S 
DqmciationNtili Plant In service (Orrre Space) S 7.101.99 s 

(Gaii)LocuonSaledksets s (649.66) s 

pawraxe~ s 4.939.37 I 

s 197,722.41 S 

(33.~1.62) s 
(634.31) S 4.305.06 
(489.32) s 3.321.03 

- s  81.43 
- s  3.182.67 
- s  7,679.43 
- s  7,679.43 
- s  577.95 
- 5  2.135.89 

(1.661.40) s 12,759.09 
- s  5,161.27 

(319.55) S 2,466.32 
- $  31.210.70 
- s  466.16 

- s  1.336.34 
- 5  2.665.24 

- s  15.75 

- s  197.25 

(1,70561) S 11.516.01 
- s  7.107.99 

(43.260.06) s 148.678 

(137.67) S 

(12.36) s 
(946.87) s 
(126.04) s 991.07 

649.66 5 

1114 385 
1114 385 
1114 385 
1114 385 
1114 385 
1114 385 

(C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (G) 
TotalNumberd I I I I mm I W H Y  1 

Colwnn A Company Schedule C-1 
Cdumn 8: T e s t i i .  CSB; CSB 1.13. CSB 2.6 
Column C: Column [A] +Column [B] 
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OPERATlHO INCOME - TWT YEAR AND STAFF RECOYMEEIOEO 

LINE 
w DESCMPT ION 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

Wl PI IC1 P I  
STAFF 

INTERVENOR 
RECOMMENDED 

COMPANY STAFF 
TESTYEAR TESTYVIR ADJ AS 
AlLE!Lm ADJUSTMENTS SBLySTEQ 

f 313.m S 313,559 

6.966 6.966 
s 320.525 t s 310.525 

f 55.087 s 
50,533 

2.181 
28.069 

58,481 
11.m 

266 

65.m 
235253 

85.62 

21.030 

(1) 
~109.557) 

55.091 

50.533 

2.181 
28.089 

56.798 
1l.OOo 

266 

65.ooo 
177.129 

59,434 

19.978 
(75.338) 

(1) 

313,559 

6.966 
3 2 0,5 25 

55,097 

50,533 

2,181 
75,000 

56,798 
11,000 

266 

13,000 
8,013 

59,434 

19,978 
(75,338) 

c i i  
4=J 

s 503.004 t t52.838~ $ 450.168 $ 275.961 

44,564 S (182,479) f 52,838 $ (129,641& $ 
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FENNEMORE CRAIG 
A PUO~SIONAL CORIOMTIOI 

PWOINIX 

COPY of the foregoing was mailed 
this 6th day of January, 20 14, to: 

Kathleen M. Reidhead 
14406 S. Cholla Canyon Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ 85044 

Thomas Bremer 
67 17 E. Turquoise Ave. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85253 

BillShep ard 
6250 N. tentral Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

J. Stephen Gehring 
Richard M. Burt 
8157 W. Deade e Rd. 
Payson, AZ 85 Y 41 

Glynn Ross 
405 S. Ponderosa 
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